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Soviet Options for Strategic Offensive Forces With and Without SALT
Delivery Vehicles Weapon Totals
RY¥s on Mobilc
1ICBM SLBM Hard-Target ICBM Lavackers Missile RYs and
Lauachers  Launchers  Bombers Total ICBM RYs and SLBMs Bombe: Weapons
1385
SALT Lower Boundé 1238 208 104 2,250 57100 2,650 8,650
SALT Upper Bognd 1238 903 104 2259 6,100 1.650 $.350
No-SALT 1.569 1089 5 2,809 3.300 3,400 12,250
1960
SALT Lower Bound 1178 972 100 2250 5500 1,600 10250
SALT Upper Bound 1238 903 10£ 2250 3,200 &£.400 12,650
SALT/No-SALT 1454 1.063 190 712 12,150 5,950 13,400
No-SALT 1695 1224 230 3149 14.000 6300 20,450
* These numbers have been rounded 1o the.nearest 50.
—Secrer—

be done, not as specific predictons. The indexes we use include static
measures of the current relative size and qualitative characteristics of
Soviet and US forces. We also look at measures of the destructive poten-
tial of Soviet and US forces to attack soft urban areas and hardened
military targets like silos. There is an alternative view that the US forces
used in the Estimate have no official status and therefore should not be
used.®
27. The static indexes we look at include number of missile RVs
and bomber weapons and equivalent megatonnage of the two forces.
We also look at key qualitative characteristics, including accvracy of
each side’s most effective hard-target ICBMs and the hardness of each
side’s ICBM silos. Qur comparisons of current forces indicate the
following:
— Missile RYs and Bomber Weapons. The number of weapons is
2 rough indicator of the number of targets that can be attacked.
The United States continues to maintain 2 substantal lead. It
7 and the Soviets about 6,000. The major
factors weighing in the US favor are a larger MIRVed SLBM
force and a larger force of intercontinental bombers.

— Equivalent Megatons. This measure combines weapon vield
and numbers of weapons to provide 2 rough indicator of the
potentizl of a foree to attack soft area targets. The present Soviet
advantage that began in the mid-1970s is primarily the result of
a large number of ICBMs with high throw weights.[

3

* The holders of i clewo are the Drirector. Defense Intellipence Agency, cnd the Senior Intelfipence
Ojficerz of the milhtzry seroces,
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— Accuracy. The accuracy of each side’s best ICBMs is 2 rough
measure of the trends in hard-target capability.

3

~— Silo Hardness. The hardness of a silo is a rough measure of its
survivabiiity.c

Over-
all, Soviet silo systems are probably more vulnerable than in-
dicated by these figures, but we still consider them to be signifi-
cantly harder than US silo systems.

In sum, the Soviets lead in equivalent megatonnage and average hard-

ness of ICBM silos, and have now surpassed the United States in ICBM

accuracy. They still lag behind the United States in numbers of
Weapons.

28. Measures of Destructive Potential. We examine the total
nurnber of missile RV and bomber weapons in terms of two theoretical
measures—Ilethal area potential (LAP) and hard-target potential (HTP).
LAP is defined as the area of land over which an overpressure;.

sufficient to level reinforced concrete structures, can be ap-
plied. The second measure, HTP, assesses the potential of each side’s
total force—ICBMs, SLBMSs, and bomber weapons—to destroy
hardened targets such as missile silos. While these measures indicate
trends in the destructive potential of offensive forces, neither side would
plan to employ its entire force exclusively for one of these missions and
there is thus no pretense that our calculations are based on the applica-
tion of strategic weapons to real target sets. However, because we apply
the same assumnptions for both sides, the comparisons are useful in that
they convey more information than presented by static force compari-
sons alone.

—- With respect to LAP the USSR has been ahead throughout the
1970s. However, the US urban area is twice the size of the
USSR's{_
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— The number and lethality of large Soviet warheads and the
hardness of Soviet ICBM silos give the USSR a substantal
advantage over the United States in HTP.

29, There is a divergent view that only detailed damage assess-
ment of individual targets can properly indicate destructive potential
for meaningfu} comparison of strategic forces. According to this view,
LAP overstates the potential destructive capabilities of a force because
actual targets are not clustered in neat circles wher
overpressure can achieve maximum damage. The HTP caleunlatons also
misstate force potental because in many cases when weapons are ap-
plied to real target sets the damage achieved is less than the theoretical
HTP of a given weapon.®

30. Soviet Potential To Attack US ICBMs. Projected Soviet
ICBM forces will have an increasing potential to destroy US ICBM silos.
Using two RVs against each silo, they could destroy about 60 percent
today and about 90 percent by 1985. Deployment of the MX missile in
multiple protective shelters in the late 1980s, however, would make the
accomplishment of the Soviet counterforce mission a much more expen-
sive proposition. Although the US sheiter program could dramatically
_’TF_-ekddrrz of this ctews ere the Director, Defense Intellipence Apency. and the Senior Intelliperce
Officers of the malitory sevoices.
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increase the RV requirements for a Soviet counterforce attack—in both
the SALT and No-SALT environments--—-we project the Soviets could
meet that requirement but would have to expend most of their ICBM
RVs.

31. Soviet and US Residual Potentials. The methods and meas-
ures used in our analysis are simplified ones. They do not depict the
outcome of a US-Soviet nuclear exchange or a protracted nuclear con-
flict and do not account for the operational factors that would be essen-
tial to assess the performance of Soviet and US forces under wartime
conditions. They do, however, illustrate the progress made by the Sovi-
ets toward satisfving the counterforce requirements they have estab-
lished for their forces. Further, our assessment of the surviving US
potential, after US forces have absorbed a hypothetical first strike, is
particularly important to those who see the key ingredient of the strate-
gic balance as the ability of the United States to absorb a first strike and
retain enough absolute destructive potential for a large-scale retaliatory
attack.

32. There is a divergent view that the residual analysis in this
Estimate produces misleading results with respect to trends in the
strategic balance, sheds little light on the question of deterrence or es-
calation control, and comprises an unrealistic net assessment. According
to this view, net assessments from a US perspective are not a proper
function of intelligence. In this view, analysis based on a US perspective
should be accomplished within the Department of Defense with intel-
ligence as a full partner, and should not be included in a National
Intelligence Estimate.®

33. It is the view of the Director of Central Intelligence that the
residual analysis in this Estimate is indeed a proper function for the
Intellizence Community. The DCI believes that the Department of De-
fense should be a full partner in such assessments, but he does not
believe it in the national interest that DoD should control all compari-
sons of the effectiveness of its forces with other forces.

34. Figure III displays the destructive potential of Soviet remain-
ing and US surviving weapons, with and without SALT, following a
surprise Soviet attack when US forces are on day-to-day alert—a worst
case circumstance for US forces. The charts illustrate that the potentials
of Soviet forces—measured in terms of either LAP or HTP—will im-
prove over the next few years whether or not SALT is in effect. The
sharp decline in residual Soviet destructive potential in the latter half of
the 1980s, shown on the charts, results from planned US strategic foree

* The holders of this vlew are the Director, Defense Intelligence Agency, and the Senior Intelligence
Officers of the military services.
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improvement, especially MX/MPS. Similar calculations show that in the
case of a US first strike, the potential of Soviet surviving forces would
also grow only through the mid-1980s.

35. We have examined the potential of US forces during their most
vulnerable period—after a surprise attack by the USSR in the early
1980s. Our analysis shows that the United States would retain significant
retaliatory potential even though US residual capabilities would be at
their nadir. We have presumed mission requirements that surviving US
forces be capable of destroving 70 percent of the Soviet economic and
military base. We find that:

— Either the surviving US SLBM or bomber force could each de-
stroy more than 70 percent of Soviet economic value and the
surviving ICBM force could almost do the same.

-— For retaliatory attacks against nonsilo military targets, pre-
sumed to have varying degrees of hardness, the mission could be
accomplished by a combination of surviving SLBMs, bombers,
and JCBMs.

These calculations have not taken into account the attrition caused by
Soviet strategic defenses.

36. The Extent to Which Soviet Strategic Defenses Can Limilt
Damage. In the 1980s the Soviets are expected to deploy new air de-
fense systems, particularly for low-altitude defense; further develop
their ABM options; continue efforts to acquire effective ASW capabili-
ties; and improve their civil defenses. Despite these growing strategic
capabilities, the Soviets during the 1980s could not prevent a large-scale
US nuclear attack by surviving US forces from causing tens of millions
of casualties and massive destruction of urban-industrial and military
facilities in the USSR:

- Strategic Air Defense, At present the massive Soviet air defense
forces could perform well against aircraft at medium and high
altitude, but would have little aggregate capability against tar-
gets at low altitudes. In the middle and late 1980s, Soviet air
defenses will have the potential to inflict considerably higher
attrition against US bombers of current types. By 1990 areas
with adequate deployments of new systemns could be defended
against currently programed US cruise missiles. In addition, a
forward defense with AWACS aircraft and interceptors could
threaten some cruise missile carriers prior to launch. Neverthe-
less, because of numerical deficiencies, the Soviet capability to
defend against an attack by large numbers of US cruise missiles
will probably be limited over the next 10 years. Finally, collat-
eral damage from a prior ballistic missile attack and the use of

B-15
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defense saturation, suppression, and electronic warfare tactics
would degrade the overall effectiveness of Sovie! air defenses.
Thus, the actual performances of Soviet air defenses against
combined attacks involving large numbers of US bombers,
SRAMs, and cruise missiles will probably remain low during the
period of this Estimate.

— Ballistic Missile Defense. The Soviets could begin deployment,
after 1982, of an ABM system with the potential for one-on-cne
intercept of current and programed types of US ballistic missile
RVs. As an example (2lthough contrary to the ABM Treaty), the
Soviets could have some 150 sites with 900 aboveground launch-
ers for the defense of 20 to 25 high-value targets within four to
five years of a deployment decision, assuming a high level of
effort. [

The effectiveness of the missile de-
fense would depend on the size of the attack and the availability
of target data, as well as US reactions, such as the deployment of
penetration aids or the use of saturation tactics. There is an
alternative view that discussions in this estimate of 2 new ABM
system and possible deployment scenarios imply a far greater
knowledge than we have and do not convey the significant un-
certaintes regarding the identification and current status of the
components which would constitute a system suitable for
deployment. According to this view, there is an insufficient basis
upon which to evaluate system capabilities and the likelihood of
various deployment possibilities. Moreover, it is misleading to
imply that deployment could begin within the next few years,

39

— ASW Capabilities. The present effective range of Soviet sub-
marine detection sensors is too short to enable the Soviets to detect
US SSBNs in their patrol areas, and the capabilities of Soviet forces
are too limited to maintain continuous mracking of SSBNs once
detected. During the 1980s the Soviet ASW problem wiil become
much more difficult as US SSBN operating areas are expanded
following deployment of lonzer range SLBMs on Poseidon and
Trident submarines. We believe, therefore, that during the decade

the Soviets would be unable to prevent US SSBNs on patrol in
broad ocean areas from launching their missiles.

—_ ~ Ao -
%"‘u;}f?'

* The Rolder of thir cem ¢ the Diector, Buresu of Intelligenee cxd Resecrch, Depertment of State.
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— Civil Defense. Soviet casualties from the initial effects of a
large-scale US nuclear attack could range from 125 to 150 mil-
lion if little or no time were available for civil defense prepara-
tions. The benefit to the USSR of complete implementation of
sheltering and evacuation would be the prevention of about 80
to 100 million casualties in the immediate aftermath of an at-
tack. Under these circumstances the Soviet leadership and most
of the essential work force would probably survive. Expected
improvements in Soviet civil defense preparations in the 1980s
will increase the likelihood of survival of a large percentage of
the leadership and essential personnel, but the number of ca-
sualties and fatalibes among the urban population would be
somewhat greater than today. Increases in the number of Soviet
blast shelters during the next 10 vears will be offset by expected
increases in Soviet urban population and in the number and
vield of US weapons.

Implications

37. The Soviets credit their strategic programs of the 1970s with
lessening the probability of general nuclear war ‘with the United States
and probably with improving the war-fighting capabilities of their
forces. They probably view their improved strategic position as provid-
ing a more favorable backdrop than before to the conduct of an asser-
tive foreign policy and to the proiection of Soviet power abroad. They
probably believe that their strategic forces would deter the United
States from initiating intercontinental nuclear war in circumstances
short of a clear threat to US national survival. It is likely that they see a
high risk of escalation to the nuclear level in any conflict with the
United States in areas {such as Western Europe) perceived vital to US
interests. In other areas, particularly in regions where the USSR or its
allies would have the advantage in conventional forces, the current
strategic relationship enhances Soviet confidence that the risk of a direct
US military response would be low.

38. The extent to which Soviet gains in strategic forces projected
through 1985 would embolden the USSR to challenge the United States
is unclear. In part, this is because the relationship between the strategic
balance and Soviet behavior in the international arena is wncertain.
Even when they were clearly inferior in strategic nuclear power the
Soviets regularly exploited opportunities in the Third World and took
those measures necessary to secure their control of Eastern Europe.
Thus, during the early-to-middle 1980s, when the Soviets strategic ca-
pabilities relative to those of the United States would be greatest, we
would expect them—as in the past—to probe and challenge the United
States steadily to determine at what point it will react strongly. For

B-17
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them to “go for broke” during the next few years would mean that they
had ignored the strategic equation. We think it highly unlikely that this
eventuality will come to pass. Their perception of the styategic balance
is unlikely to induce them to take military action against Western
Europe or the United States.

39. There is a divergent view regarding the implications of Soviet
strategic programs. The holders of this view believe that the overall
pattern of Soviet force improvements, while providing a high degree of
military security, also enables the Soviets to create and exploit foreign
policy opportunities for expansion. They believe that the early-to-
middle 1980s has greater potential for Soviet challenges to Western
influence than indicated zbove. They further believe that the Soviet
leadership is now confident that the strategic military balance has
shifted in the Kremlin's tavor and that the aggressiveness of its foreign
policy will continue to increase as the Soviet advantage grows. The
Kremlin is likely to zccelerate pursuit of its globz! ambitions, weighing
the loczl “correlation of forces™ in those regions where it wishes to
increase its influence or gain control.®®

 The kolders of this sews ere the Direcror, Defenze Intelligence Agency, and the Semer Intelligence
Officers of the muwtery serowces.
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Strategic Weapons in Context With Soviet Ambitions

In 1981 a new President, Ronald Reagan, brought a sweeping reappraisal of
American security interests and an avowedly “hardline” Soviet policy. His
DCI, William J. Casey, had served on the PFIAB, was a member of the
Committee on the Present Danger, and a man with a clearly defined concep-
tion of the Soviet Union.

Casey saw his task to be a reform and reorientation of the intelligence com-
munity. In his tenure, the debate over Soviet objectives was to be subsumed
by a new analytical paradigm that understood the strategic arms race in con-
text with “the main threat,” defined by Casey as “the Soviet ability and will
to project its power worldwide through subversion and insurgency.” It was
important, Casey felt, not to become fixated on “the surface questions and
manifestations of (the) competition with the Soviet Union™ but to remember
the “real nature of the contest . . . the lineal descendent of the conflict
Western civilization had struggled with for millennia—state despotism
versus . . . individual freedom and creativity.””

The dynamism of the 68-year-old DCI was evident from the moment he
took office, evinced by a reorganization of the CIA’s Directorate of Intelli-
gence (then the National Foreign Assessment Center). Unusually, among
his first actions was to commission a Memorandum to Holders of NIE 11-4-
78 (M/H NIE 11-4-78)—some three years after that document was dissemi-
nated. This new appraisal painted a portrait of Soviet goals and expectations
that was vastly different from the one displayed in 1978: whereas previous
NIEs of this series had given strong emphasis to Soviet strategic military
policy, this edition focused on Soviet efforts to achieve a dominant position
in the Third World. It depicted a Soviet leadership that was assertive and
confident despite the approaching succession crisis and a stagnating econ-
omy with little prospects for improvement. ® The next year’s NIE 11-4-82—
the last of this NIE series to be written on the Soviet Union—was more tra-
ditional in its review of Soviet military policy, but nevertheless focused on
Soviet activities in the Third World. ®

" William J. Casey, Scouting the Future: The Public Speeches of William [J. Casey,
{Washington DC: Regnery Gateway, 1989). pp. 26, 150. According to his biographer, Casey
felt that the “indictment” of the 1970s (in the A-Team/B-Team controversy) was “a bum rap
... The specifics may have been technically accurate, but they had been wrenched out of
context and grotesquely magnified to serve political ends.” Joseph E. Persico, Casey: From
the OSS to the CIA, (New York; Viking, 1990), p.216.

5 M/H NIE 11-4-78 Soviet Goals and Expectations in the Global Power Arena,

7 July 1981; p. 6.

? The NIE 11-3/8 series took over many of the relevant policy functions of the 11-4

series on its demise.
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In the strategic forces NIEs themselves, the sharpening of the antagonism
between the Soviet Union and the United States, the resurgence of Ameri-
can strategic nuclear programs, and the expanded scope of the arms race
was reflected in a growing preoccupation with the prospect of nuclear war.
Whereas previous strategic forces NIEs had concentrated on system capa-
bilities and the programmatic aspects of the arms race, the NYEs produced
in the 1980s for the first time gave a full account of the Soviet concept of
war: ' how it might begin, what might cause it to escalate to a nuclear
exchange, and the structure and chronology of a potential Soviet strategic
strike against the United States and its allies. ! NIE 11-3/8-83 expanded
this discussion to evaluate the role played by mobile ICBMs, ALCMs, and
submarine-deployed SLCMs in Soviet nuclear strategy. 12

10 NIE 11-3/8-80 had included a similar discussion, but in much less detail.

1 NIE 11-3/8-82 Soviet Capabilities for Strategic Nuclear Conflict, 1982-92, 15 Febru-
ary 1983; pp. 27-33. Also sec NARA RG-263 NIE 11-3/8-81, pp. 8-12, not reproduced
here.

12 NIE 11-3/8-83 Soviet Capabilities for Strategic Nuclear Conflict, 1983-93, 6 March
1984; pp. 3-4, 40-49.
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38. MUH NIE 11-4-78 Soviet Goals and Expectations in the Global

Power Arena
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APPROYED FOR RELEASE
Q18 BISTORICAL-REVZ PROGRAN

KEY JUDGMENTS !

We believe that Soviet leaders regard military strength as the
foundation of the USSR’s status as a global superpower and as the mast
critical factor underlying Soviet foreign policy. As it enters the 1980s,
the current Soviet leadership sees the heavy military investrents made
during the last two decades paying off in the form of unprecedentedly
favorable advances across the military spectrum, and over the long term
in political gains where military power or military assistance has been
the actual instrument of policy or the decisive complement to Soviet
diplomacy.

Since the mid-1970s the Soviet Union has demonstrated a new
willingness to challenge the West in Third World settings as exemplified
by its actions in Angola and Ethiopia and its invasion of Afghanistan.
This more assertive Soviet international behavior is [ikely to persist as

long as the USSR percetves that Western strength is declining and as it
further explates the utility of its increased military power as a means of

ening s lobal ambiions

A central question for the 1980s is wLetLer the Soviets may
more inclined now than in earlier periods to confront the Uhited States
in a crisis. Moscow still views such a prospect as extremely hazardous.
However, in light of the change in the strategic balance and continued
expansion of general purpose forces, the Soviets are now more prepared
and may be more willing to accept the risks of confrontation in a serious
crisis, particularly in an area where they have military or geopolitical
advantages.

Policy Toward the United States

The Soviet leadership sees the present US administration as ba-
sically hostile to the USSR and as intent upon linking Soviet behavior in
the Third World to East-West relations, particularly arms control. Mos-
cow has categorically rejected this' *linkage” and has reaffirmed its

tin the oiew of the Direcior, Bareau of Intdligence end Reveerch, Deveriment of Stete, end of the
Speciel Assistant to the Secretery of the Treesury (Nationel Secarity), the Memorendum tends to
urderstote the kistorice] continzily of the ideclogice] and political underpinnings of Scviet crertiveness
in the Third World. Moscoa bes purmued opportanities and edoentages during periods of selative militery
mhmﬂweﬂadmmdwmwﬁ(fwmp& Korea, Leor, Congo, Berfin, and
Egupt). The facters, morecoe, L‘d!&cwmw&mmwmnhucrq‘mbﬁxban more their
ciew of the siluction ¢nd opportuities and of the potenticl US respornses 1o Societ inttiatiors then the
precice sicle of Bevelopment of Socier axifitary programes,
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commitment to support “national liberation” movements. Although the
Soviets may doubt that the administration will actually be able to .pur-
sue as assertive a policy toward the USSR as it has suggested it would,
they are probably reviewing their options for responding over the
longer term to that possibility.

The Soviets will continue to stress the importance of the arms con-
trol dialogue with Washington as the key to bilateral relations, and they
will seek to resuscitate detente as the most promising way of constrain-
ing US military policies, of advancing their military and political objec-
tives, and of controlling the costs and risks of heightened international
tensions. If they conclude that there is no prospect in the near term.for
meaningful results from renewed SALT they may decide to go beyond
the SALT II constraints, seeking to place the onus for failure on the
United States and to exploit the breakdown to widen cleavages in the
Atlantic Alliance. At the same time, Moscow would continue to urge the
United States to enter SALT negotiations and would undoubtedly at-
tempt to manipulate West European commitment to SALT in order to
increase the pressure on Washington.

Europe

Moscow apparently views the policies of the present administration
in Washington as likely to sharpen contradictions within the Atlantic
Alliance. The Soviets see a lack of Western consensus—{for example, in
implementing NATO's program to modernize its long-range theater nu-
clear forces (LRTNF). They seek to exploit these differences with a dual
purpose: to pursue certain economic and political interests with the
Europeans even if Soviet relations with the United States deteriorate,
and to generate pressures on West European governments to influence
Washington toward greater flexibility in its dealings with the USSR.

The USSR perceives that some Western governments are more con-
cerned about military imbalances such as the Soviet preponderance in
LRTNF. The Soviets will continue to act politically to prevent the im-
plementation of NATO's force modernization programs (particularly
regarding US LRTNF) through arms control offers that would ratify
Soviet military advantages in Europe and through threats of counter
deployments. '

Poland presents the USSR with the most threatening and complex
challenge to its vital interests to emerge in Eastern Europe in the
postwar period. Soviet leaders are prepared to use military force to
preserve Saviet domination if they become convinced that changes tak-
ing place in Poland jeopardize the USSR's hegemony over Eastern Fu-
rope. However, because they know that the political, military, and eco-
nomic costs of intervention would be extremely high, they may bring
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Plotting the growth and development
of Soviet intercontinental-range strategic iorces
was one of the most important, difficult, and
controversial intelligence problems faced by US
Intelligence throughout the Cold War. National
Intelligence Estimates on Soviet strategic forces
drove the entire strategic analytical process
within the American Intelligence Community
and plaved a major role in the great strategic
debates affecting US behavior. Drawn from
some of the most sensitive intelligence sources
available to the United States, these important
documents were highly classified and strictly
controlled by the Intelligence Community. With
the collapse of the Soviet Union, however, it
became possible to declassify and release these
Estimates to the general public for the first time.
Excerpts from 41 of the most important Esti-
mates are included in this volume, a sampling
of the much greater volume of material that has
been released to the National Archives.

The CIA History Staff is publishing
these excerpts from declassified Estimates as the
fifth volume in its Cold War Records Series. The
declassitied Estimates were released in their
entirety in conjunction with the conference,
“Estimating Soviet Militarv Power, 1950-1984,”
cosponsored in December 1994 by the CIA's
Center for the Studv of Intelligence and
Harvard University’s Kennedy School of
Government.

Since 1992 this volume’s editor, Dr.
Donald P Steury, has been a member of the CIA
History Staff, where his research and writing
have focused on the CIXs strategic and mili-
tarv-economic analysis of the Soviet Union. An
Oregon native, Dr. Steury received B.A. and
MLA, degrees at the University of Oregon and a
Ph.D. in European International History from
the University of California, Irvine. He joined
the Central Intelligence Agency in 1981 and
served until 1992 in the Office of Soviet Analy-
sis and its successor, the Office of Slavic and
Eurasian Analvsis.






